Remarks 

Objection to Drawings 

The Office action objects to the drawings under 37 C.F.R. § 1.83(a). In response, Figure 
IB has been added to show the substantially elliptical cross-sectional shape of the 
claimed pegs. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 
Claims 1-4. 8 and 10 

Claims 1-4, 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,476,696 issued to Mack {Mack). Claim 4 has been cancelled. 
Therefore, the rejection of this claims moot. Applicant respectfully submits claims 1-3, 8 
and 10 are not anticipated by Mack for at least the reasons set forth below. 

Independent claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the allowable subject 
matter of claim 5 (which has been cancelled). Thus, claim 1 is in condition for 
allowance. Claims 2-3, 8 and 10 depend from claim 1. Given that dependent claims 
necessarily include the limitations of the claims from which they depend, Applicant 
respectfully submits claims 2-3, 8 and 10 are also in condition for allowance. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
Claim 9 

Claims 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Mack. 
Claim 9 depends from claim 1. As discussed above, claim 1 is in condition for 
allowance. Thus, given that claim 9 depends from claim 1, Applicant submits claim 9 is 
allowable for at least the same reasons claim 1 is allowable. 
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Claims 6 and 12 

Claims 6 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mack in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,271,706 issued to Rooney (Rooney). As discussed 
above, claim 1 is in condition for allowance. Thus, given that claims 6 and 12 depend 
from claim 1, Applicant submits claims 6 and 12 are allowable for at least the same 
reasons claim 1 is allowable. 
Claims 7 and 11 

Claims 7 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mack in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,034,319 issued to Olsson (Olsson). Claim 1 1 has been 
cancelled. Therefore, the rejection of this claim is moot. As discussed above, claim 1 is 
in condition for allowance. Thus, given that claim 7 depends from claim 1, Applicant 
submits claim 9 is allowable for at least the same reasons claim 1 is allowable. 
Claim 13 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(b) as being unpatentable over Mack in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,600,740 issued to Asfar (Asfar). Claim 13 has been amended 
to incorporate the allowable subject matter of claim 5. Therefore, Applicant respectfully 
submits claim 13 is in condition for allowance. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The Office action states that claim 5 is objected to as being dependent on a 
rejected base claim. Applicant has cancelled claim 5. Therefore, the objection to this 
claim is moot. 
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Conclusion 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicant submits that the rejections have been 
overcome. Therefore, claims 1-3, 6-10 and 12-13 are in condition for allowance and such 
action is earnestly solicited. The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the 
undersigned by telephone if such contact would further the examination of the present 
application. 

Please charge any shortages and credit any overcharges to our Deposit Account 
number 02-2666. 



Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN, LLP 



Date: April 16, 2007 




Jared S. Engstntjpr 
Attoljiey for Applicant 
Reg. No. 58,330 



12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(503) 439-8778 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal 

Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed to: 

Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450 Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



On: April 16.2007 



Signature: (^jSj ^^ 

I / Katherine Jej/ing* (J 
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